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Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION 

Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
- ?K3 - apply and win expire ' C °^^ 

earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1)13 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 14 October 2005. 
2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)E3 This action is non-final. 

3)D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 
closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G 213. 



Disposition of Claims 

4)IEI Clairn(s) 1-21 is/are pending in the application 
4a) Of the above claim(s) 



is/are withdrawn from consideration. 



5) [3 Claim(s) 1-16 and 18-21 is/are allowed. 

6) IEI Claim(s) 17 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
1 1 )□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-1 52. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12)D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)QAII b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 
2.D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. 



3.D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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Status of Application 

1. Applicant's request for Reconsideration, filed Oct. 14, 2005, has been placed in 
the application. 

2. Claims 1-21 remain pending. 

3. The Finality of the previous office action is hereby withdrawn in view of the 
comments presented by applicant in the Request. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

4. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 

for failing to "particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant - - ----- 

regards as the invention. In claim 17, line 2, "the receptacles for the halfshafts" lacks a 
clear antecedent basis in the claim terminology. Please note that claim 17 currently is 
not written to depend from claim 3, which includes the first recitation of the receptacles. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

5. Claims 1-16 and 18-21 are allowed. 

6. Claim 17 would be allowable if rewritten or amended to overcome the rejection(s) 
under 35 U.S.C. 112, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action. 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's comments, filed in the request, have been considered and are 
persuasive - as regards the detachable nature of the half-shafts. The examiner notes 
that while it may or may not be obvious to further modify the half-shafts taught by Weiss 
to be detachable, the provision of Weiss's wheels as already being detachable would 
teach away from the detachability of the half-shafts. As regards applicant's comments 
concerning a wheel size as 'matching' a size of the chassis, the examiner notes that 
"matching" is not equivalent to "having the same dimension", and it appears as though 
applicant is attempting to argue limitations to a more specific breadth than they are 
actually recited in the claims. 

Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the 
specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181 , 26 
USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 
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During patent examination, the pending claims must be given their broadest reasonable 
interpretation consistent with the specification. In re Hyatt, 211 F. 3d 1367, 1372, 54 
USPQ2d 1664, 1667 (Fed. Cir. 2000). Applicant always has the opportunity to amend 
the claims during prosecution, and broad interpretation by the examiner reduces the 
possibility that the claim, once issued, will be interpreted more broadly than is justified. 
In re Prater, 415 F.2d 1393, 1404-05, 162 USPQ 541, 550-51 (CCPA 1969) The court 
explained that "reading a claim in light of the specification, to thereby interpret 
limitations explicitly recited in the claim, is a quite different thing from 'reading limitations 
of the specification into a claim,' to thereby narrow the scope of the claim by implicitly 
adding disclosed limitations which have no express basis in the claim." The court found 
that applicant was advocating the latter, i.e., the impermissible importation of subject 
matter from the specification into the claim.). See also In re Morris, 127 F.3d 1048, 
1054-55, 44 USPQ2d 1023, 1027-28 (Fed. Cir. 1997). 

Conclusion 

8. Any inquiry specifically concerning this communication or earlier communications 
from the examiner should be directed to F. Vanaman whose telephone number is 571- 
272-6701. 

Any inquiries of a general nature or relating to the status of this application may be 
made through either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the 
PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to 
the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217- 
9197 (toll-free). 

A response to this action should be mailed to: 

Mail Stop 

Commissioner for Patents 

P. O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450, 
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PTO Central Fax: 571-273-8300 
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Primary Examiner 
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